In the present study, two models were tested that can improve understanding of the link between participation in decision-making and organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB). In Model 1, it is assumed that perceived supervisory support mediates the link between participation in decision-making and OCB. In Model 2, organizational commitment is presented as the mediator variable. The sample (N = 142) was drawn from employees from 10 departments of a medium-sized trade company in the Netherlands. To improve the reliability of the results, the data were subjected to multilevel analyses. Because no link was observed between commitment and OCB, Model 2 was rejected. In contrast, Model 1 was supported by the data, suggesting that participation in decision-making promotes employees' sense of supervisory support to them, which made employees more likely to reciprocate by exhibiting OCB.
In the organizational sciences, non-prescribed organizationally bene cial behaviours and gestures are distinguished from organizational behaviours that can be enforced on the basis of formal role obligations. Bateman & Organ (1983) denoted these former behaviours as 'organizational citizenship behaviours' (OCBs). OCB refers to individual behaviour that is performed voluntarily and not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system that, nevertheless, generally contributes to organizational eVectiveness (Organ, 1988; cf. Katz, 1964) . OCB is essential because organizations cannot anticipate through formally stated in-role job descriptions the entire array of behaviours needed for achieving goals (George & Brief, 1992) . Initially, Smith, Organ & Near (1983) identi ed two OCB dimensions: altruism, representing those forms of OCB that provide help to a speci c person (such as a coworker), and generalized compliance (or conscientiousness), a more impersonal form of conscientious citizenship, which includes faithful adherence to rules about work procedures and conduct. Later, Organ (1988) introduced three additional OCB dimensions: courtesy, or gestures taken to help *Requests for reprints should be addressed to Nico W. VanYperen, University of Groningen, Department of Social and Organizational Psychology, Grote Kruisstraat 2/I, 9712 TS Groningen, The Netherlands (e-mail: n.van.yperen@ppsw.rug.nl). prevent problems of work associates; sportsmanship, or willingness to forbear minor and temporary personal inconveniences and impositions without fuss, appeal or protest; and civic virtue, or responsible and constructive involvement in the issues of governance of the organization. OCBs can enhance an organization's success by permitting it to more eVectively allocate its nancial and human resources (Organ, 1988) . For example, a conscientious employee may require little supervision-employees exhibiting altruism and courtesy could save the organization a great deal of time and costs in training and 'crisis' management, respectively; poor sportsmanship prevents managers spending enough time on more important job functions; and employees high on civic virtue may save costs by providing constructive suggestions regarding changes that might be made in their department or company.
An important motivational basis for OCB is the perception of fairness, particularly the perception of procedural justice 1 (e.g. Deluga, 1994; Konovsky & Organ, 1996; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1991; Moorman, Blakely & NiehoV, 1998; NiehoV & Moorman, 1993; Organ, 1990; Organ & Konovsky, 1989; Organ & Moorman, 1993; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Wayne & Green, 1993) . One of the most important conditions that shapes employees' views about the fairness of the procedures is participation in decision-making, the so-called process control eVect (Thibaut & Walker, 1975) or voice eVect (Folger, 1977; cf. Lind, Kanfer & Earley, 1990; Organ & Moorman, 1993; Tyler & Lind, 1992) . Indeed, several studies have shown that participation in decision-making can lead to engagement in OCBs, such as helping new members of the work group (for a review; see Porter, Lawler & Hackman, 1996) .
In this study, it is hypothesized that positive evaluations of the supervisor mediate the link between participation in decision-making and OCB. This mediator model (Model 1) is shown in Fig. 1 . The reasoning is that the opportunity to participate in decision-making implies respect for the rights of individual employees and a full-status relationship with the authority involved in the procedure, usually the immediate supervisor representing the organization to the employee (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Tyler & Lind, 1992) . Hence, it is expected that participation in decision-making is associated with positive evaluations of the supervisor and sense of support from the supervisor (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Konovsky & Pugh, 1 Job satisfaction appears to be a robust predictor of OCB (for a review, see Organ & Ryan, 1995) . However, research suggests that this construct tends to re ect predominantly cognition (Brief & Roberson, 1989; Organ & Near, 1985) . Speci cally, individuals evaluate their job circumstances in relation to those of others (social comparisons) or in relation to personal experiences in the past (temporal comparisons) (cf. Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) . In other words, the link between job satisfaction and OCB can be considered as indirect evidence for the link between perceived fairness and OCB. 1994; Tyler & Lind, 1992) . In turn, research suggests that high-quality relationships with supervisors are related to extra-role behaviours, including OCBs (Deluga, 1995; Farh, PodsakoV & Organ, 1990; PodsakoV, MacKenzie & Bommer, 1996; Schnake, Dumler & Cochran, 1993; Settoon, Bennett & Liden, 1996; Wayne, Shore & Liden, 1997) . On the basis of social exchange principles and reciprocity norms (e.g. Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960) , exhibiting OCB can be considered as a method of maintaining balance in the relationship between employee and supervisor or organization (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison & Sowa, 1986; McFarlane Shore & Wayne, 1993; Moorman et al., 1998; Mowday, 1991; Organ, 1990; Wayne et al., 1997) . If an employee's sense of support from the supervisor is violated, he or she will subsequently reduce or withhold OCB.
However, the opportunity to participate in decision-making is not exclusively related to OCB and sense of support from the supervisor, but also to the strength of an individual's identi cation with, and involvement in, the organization (e.g. Allen & Meyer, 1990; Cropanzano & Folger, 1996; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Mathieu & Zajec, 1990) . This organizational commitment is characterized by, among other things, a willingness to exert considerable eVort on behalf of the organization (Mowday, Steers & Porter, 1979; cf. Brief & Motowidlo, 1986 ). Some studies demonstrate that organizational commitment is related to behaviours that promote organizational eVectiveness (Mayer & Schoorman, 1992; O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986) , whereas other studies show that no link exists between organizational commitment and OCB (e.g. Settoon et al., 1996; Williams & Anderson, 1991 ; see also Becker, Billings, Eveleth & Gilbert, 1996; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990) . The explanation for these con icting results is that in the former studies self-report measures were utilized. In studies in which no support was found for the relation between organizational commitment and OCB, OCB was assessed by judgments of supervisors, in other words measures that, on average, show a moderate correlation with self-reports (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988) . Thus, the ndings that demonstrate a link between organizational commitment and OCB may have been largely attributable to common method variance. Nevertheless, Williams & Anderson (1991) explicitly note that 'organizational commitment deserves further consideration, because there is strong theoretical support for its impact on OCB' (p. 616). Figure 2 shows the competitive Model 2. In this model, it is assumed that the link between participation in decision-making and OCB is mediated by the strength of the employee's identi cation with, and involvement in, the organization.
From the proposed models (see Figs 1 and 2), it can be derived that the hypotheses tested in this study are (see Baron & Kenny (1986) for testing mediation models): (1) (a) Signi cant relationships exist between participation in decision-making, perceived supervisory support and OCB. 
Method

Participants
The data were collected in a medium-sized distributive trade company. A total of 142 employees across 10 departments (ranging from 6 to 42 members) holding white-collar and professional positions participated in this study. The sample was 80% male (N = 114) and 20% female (N = 28). The average age was 36.8 (SD = 8.9), and the participants' ages ranged from 20 to 57. The average company tenure of the sample was 9.3 years (SD = 7.3), for males and females M = 9.4 and 8.8 years, respectively (F(1,140) = .69, n.s.).
Proced ure
In consultation with the human resources oYce, 10 representative departments were chosen to participate in this study. Data were collected by holding meetings with all the employees of one department and asking them to ll out the questionnaire. At these meetings, which took place during work time, the researcher informed the participants about the study procedures, including the fact that their immediate supervisor had been asked to rate their job performance. The participants were guaranteed con dentiality; they were assured that their individual responses would remain anonymous. Furthermore, it was emphasized that participation was voluntary. The participants were asked to put their names on the questionnaires in order to match their forms with their supervisors' ratings. All participants completed the questionnaire (a response rate of 100%), which they returned in sealed envelopes directly to the researcher who attended the meeting. Simultaneously, OCB ratings for each of their subordinates were obtained from the 10 supervisors of each department. In a separate room, supervisors were instructed about how to complete the OCB questionnaires. If they needed more time, they took them home. The completed forms were returned directly to the researchers in self-addressed, stamped envelopes.
Measures
Participation in d ecision-making was assessed by a 6-item scale developed by Van Veldhoven & Meijman (1994) .
2 The items, followed by a 4-point scale (never, sometimes, often, always), are: (1) Do you have a signi cant say in decision-making at work? (2) Do you participate in decision-making with regard to work-related issues? (3) Do you have a say in what is, and what is not, a part of your job? (4) Do you participate in decision-making with regard to the nature of your work activities? (5) Can you directly in uence decision-making in your department? (6) Do you have in uence over the division of work over your colleagues and yourself? Cronbach's alpha was .82.
Perceived supervisory support was measured by the Survey of Perceived Supervisory Support Scale developed by Kottke & Shara nski (1988) . For all the participants, it was obvious who their immediate supervisor was. The participants indicated the extent to which they disagreed or agreed with each item on a 7-point Likert scale anchored at the extremes by strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). The items included 'My supervisor wants to know if I have any complaints' and 'Help is available from my supervisor when I have a problem' (for all 16 items on this scale, see Kottke & Shara nski, 1988) . After deleting two items because of relatively low item-total correlations, Cronbach's alpha was .95. The two deleted items are 'If my supervisor could hire someone to replace me at a lower salary he/she would do so' and 'If given the opportunity my supervisor would take advantage of me'.
Organizational commitment was assessed using the 9-item version of the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire developed by Mowday et al. (1979) . Answers were given on a 5-point Likert scale with the following anchors: strongly disagree, disagree, neither disagree nor agree, agree, strongly agree. The items included 'I talk up this organization 3 to my friends as a great organization to work for' and 'I nd that my values and the organization's values are very similar'. Cronbach's alpha was .89.
Organizational citizenship behaviour was measured by a scale developed by PodsakoV & MacKenzie (1989; Mackenzie, PodsakoV & Fetter, 1991) . This measure asks supervisors to rate subordinates' OCBs. The items included were based on the ve dimensions of OCB identi ed by Organ (1988) : (1) altruism (e.g. 'Is always ready to help or to lend a helping hand to those around him/her'); (2) conscientiousness (e.g. 'Is willing to work on a job/project until it is completed, even if it means coming in earlier or staying later than normal'); (3) sportsmanship (e.g. 'Consumes a lot of time complaining about trivial matters'); (4) courtesy (e.g. 'Considers the impact of his/her actions on others'); and (5) civic virtue (e.g. 'Provides constructive suggestions regarding changes that might be made in his/her department or the company'). Each dimension is represented by ve items, which are followed by a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A priori two items were omitted because they did not apply to the jobs of most participants. These items are 'Returns 'phone calls and responds to other messages and requests for information promptly' (conscientiousness), and 'Attends training/information sessions that employees are encouraged, but not required, to attend' (civic virtue). Cronbach's alphas were .91, .79, .89, .86 and .76, respectively.
Data analysis
Data analysis was performed with MLn, a program for multilevel analysis (Rasbash & Woodhouse, 1995) . Multilevel analysis is a statistical method for analysing hierarchically nested data structures, for example individuals nested within groups or measurements nested within persons (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; Hox, 1994) . In the present study, data are double-nested: diVerent OCB measures are nested within employees, while employees, in turn, are nested within departments. Ten groups is an acceptable number for performing multilevel analysis, particularly because no explanatory variables at the group level are used in this study (e.g. Snijders & Bosker, 1993) .
In general, there are two reasons for applying multilevel methods to hierarchically nested data rather than simpler methods. The rst concerns the statistical reliability of test results. Simpler methods, such as ordinary (OLS) regression analysis, approach multilevel problems by collapsing the multilevel data structure into a one-level structure. In most cases, this approach amounts to misspeci ed models and unreliable hypothesis tests. For example, a simple way to analyse the present data would be to perform separate, disaggregate, regression analyses on the ve types of individual OCB scores. One problem with this type of analysis is that the statistical dependency among individuals within the same department is discounted. This may lead to spuriously 'signi cant' ndings, because standard errors of regression weights are underestimated. Another problem is that the statistical dependency of the OCB scores within the same individual would be ignored. The analyses yield ve univariate test results, but provide no information about the multivariate tenability of these results.
Apart from statistical reasons, multilevel methods may also be applied for more conceptual reasons. The multilevel approach implies a decomposition of observed variances into several sources of variability, which is particularly important in organizational research (Rousseau, 1985) . For example, in research on the eVects of organizational change, it is important to have more insight into the proportion of variance in individual performance data that is caused by organizational or departmental characteristics (VanYperen & Snijders, in press ).
In the present study, multilevel analysis was applied mainly to improve the reliability of test results. As OCB was rated by the supervisors of the departments, between-department variability could not be interpreted unambiguously. This variance may be the result of real diVerencs in OCB between the departments, but it may also result from diVerences in the way supervisors used the measurement scales. OCB ratings from other sources (e.g. self, peer, another supervisor) should be obtained to test the validity of the supervisor ratings (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) .
A basic model with three levels was used: OCB measures (level 1), within employees (level 2), and within departments (level 3). The nesting of OCB measures within employees was modelled by a ' xed occasions model' with separate intercepts for each OCB measure. These separate intercepts were modelled by de ning ve dummy variables such that DUM1 = 1 if OCB is altruism, DUM2 = 1 if OCB is conscientiousness, DUM3 = 1 if OCB is sportsmanship, DUM4 = 1 if OCB is courtesy, and DUM5 = 1 if OCB is civic virtue. This xed occasions model was extended with a third level to model the nesting of employees within departments. To estimate the eVects of predictor variables (i.e. participation, support and commitment), these variables were multiplied with the ve OCB dummies, and the resulting product terms were added to the basic model.
Multivariate signi cance of eVects was tested by means of the likelihood ratio test. This test uses the diVerence between two model ts as a test statistic. In MLn, the goodness-of-t of a model is indicated by the model's likelihood, which becomes smaller as the goodness-of-t increases. The diVerence between model ts, represented by the decrease in likelihood, follows a chi-square distribution, with the number of added predictors as degrees of freedom. The xed eVects of single predictor variables (comparable to regression weights in ordinary regression analyses) were tested by means of z tests with the parameter estimate divided by its standard error as a test statistic.
Results
To test whether participation in decision-making, perceived supervisory support and organizational commitment are not only conceptually, but also empirically, separable constructs, the 29 items representing the three constructs were subjected to a factor analysis (principal-components method). The initial three-factor solution accounted for 59.6% of the total variance. Factor loadings on the rotated factors (oblique rotation; cf. Ford, MacCullum & Tait, 1986) and interfactor correlations are presented in Table 1 . Table 1 shows that the three sets of items split cleanly into the three hypothesized factors. These results provide clear evidence that the three concepts are empirically distinguishable components. Table 2 provides an overview of correlations between all the variables on the individual level as well as on the level of departments. Typically, mediational models are characterized by the presence of three types of relationships (Baron & Kenny, 1986 ; see Hypotheses 1a and 1b). First, the independent variable must be related to the mediator. Table 2 shows that participation in decision-making is signi cantly related to supervisory support and organizational commitment, both at the individual level and at the department level. Second, the independent variable must be related to the dependent variable. Table 2 shows that at the individual level, participation in decision-making is related to all OCB dimensions. The highest correlation is found between participation and altruism, and the lowest correlation between participation and courtesy. At the level of departments, only the correlation between participation and sportsmanship is signi cant. As a third condition for a mediational model, there must be a relationship between the mediator and the dependent variable. Table 2 shows that at the individual level, supervisory support is related to all OCB dimensions, whereas organizational commitment is related only to the OCB dimension that uses the organization as a referent, namely civic, virtue. At the level of departments, supervisory support is correlated only with courtesy and civic virtue, whereas organizational commitment correlates only with sportsmanship and civic virtue. Thus, with regard to the conditions that the independent variable and the mediator variables should be related to the dependent variable, correlations at the individual level and the organizational level give rise to diVerent conclusions. However, neither the correlations at the individual level nor the correlations at the department level are appropriate for testing these conditions. The correlations at the individual level, especially the associated signi cance levels, are only rough indicators because the nesting of employees within groups is not taken into account. The correlations at the department level are reliable, but the statistical power is very low at this level. In order to obtain reliable test results, both levels of analysis must be taken into account in a multivariate manner.
MLn results
As a rst step, the so-called empty mod el was estimated-that is, the basic model without explanatory variables. The parameter estimates of this basic model are shown in Table 3 . Since the basic model included separate intercepts for the ve OCB measures, the xed eVects of OCB in Table 3 represent the means of each type of OCB. The random eVects of OCB at level 3 indicate the between-departments variance of these means. The random eVects at level 2 indicate residual variances (or within-department variance), and covariances between OCB scores of individuals. Table 3 shows that between-department variance is signi cant for sportsmanship and civic virtue, which indicates that multilevel analysis is necessary to take into account the statistical dependency among the individuals within the same department. For sportsmanship, the between-department variance is .24 and the within-department variance is 1.38. This implies that approximately 15% of the total variance in the sportsmanship data (.24/.24 + 1.38) can be explained by diVerences between departments. For civic virtue, between-department variance makes up 14% of the variance. Percentages of between-department variance for the other three types of OCB are very small and non-signi cant (6% for altruism, 4% for conscientiousness and 5% for courtesy). Inspection of the covariances at level 2 reveals that within employees, OCB scores on diVerent dimensions are highly interdependent. These results indicate that multivariate tests are appropriate for these data. In order to estimate the eVects of participation in decision-making, supervisory support and organizational commitment on OCB, variables representing the products between these predictors and the OCB dummies were added to the basic model (in three separate analyses). 4 The results of these analyses are presented in Table 4 .
First of all, Table 4 shows that signi cant relationships exist between the independent variable participation in decision-making on the one hand, and all ve dimensions of OCB on the other (Model A). Supervisory support is also 4 Predictor variables were multiplied by the OCB dummies to obtain the unique eVects of each OCB dimension. Random eVects of predictor variables were tested by means of an exploratory procedure. The results of these procedures showed that the slopes of participation, supervisory support and organizational commitment on OCB did not diVer signi cantly across departments. Therefore, the eVects of these predictors were modelled only as xed eVects. signi cantly related to all OCBs (Model B), whereas organizational commitment is signi cantly related only to civic virtue (Model C). Comparing Table 4 with Table 2 reveals that the results of the multilevel analyses are more similar to the individual-level correlations than to the department-level correlations. An advantage of multilevel analysis over correlational analysis is that it is possible to conduct multivariate tests of signi cance. The results of these tests are presented in the lower part of Table 4 . For participation and supervisory support, the increase in goodness-of-t of Models A and B as compared to the basic model (see Table  3 ) indicates that the eVect of these variables on OCB are multivariately signi cant (p < .01). In contrast, the multivariate eVect of commitment on OCB is not signi cant. Thus, the condition for mediation that the mediator must be related to the dependent variable (Baron & Kenney, 1986 ) is met only for supervisory support (Model B). In contrast to Hypothesis 1a, Hypothesis 2a is not supported. Thus, Model 2 can be rejected.
To test Hypothesis 1b that the relationship between participation and OCB is mediated by supervisory support (and not vice versa), participation and supervisory support were added simultaneously as predictors to the basic model (see Table 3 ). Perfect mediation exists when this analysis yields a signi cant relationship between supervisory support and OCB, while at the same time the eVect of participation on OCB is reduced to zero (Baron & Kenny, 1986) .
5 Table 5 provides an overview of the partial eVects of supervisory support and participation on OCB.
The results in Table 5 clearly provide support for Hypothesis 1b: the relationship between participation and OCB is mediated by supervisory support (and not vice versa) . At the multivariate model, Model B (see Table 4 ) does not signi cantly improve by adding participation as predictor variable (Model D, see Table 5 ).
5
Because no multivariate eVect of commitment on OCB was observed, it did not make sense to test Hypothesis 2b. Thus, these analyses were not performed with commitment as mediator. For the same reason, it did not make sense to conduct an additional analysis to test a model in which both mediators were represented. Univariately, the estimates of Model D show that there is a signi cant eVect of supervisory support on all OCB dimensions, whereas the eVect of participation on the OCBs is no longer signi cant.
Discussion
In this study, evidence was found for Model 1: the more employees feel that they participate in decision-making, the more they feel supported by their immediate supervisor, which is accompanied by exhibiting more organizational citizenship behaviours. The results further suggest that perceived supervisory support rather than participation in decision-making is the mediator variable (see Table 5 ). Previous research has shown that employees tend to exhibit more OCB the more they perceive procedural fairness in decision-making (Greenberg, 1990; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Moorman et al., 1998) , but the value of the present research is that it improves one's understanding with regard to the process that can explain why participation in decision-making is related to OCB. Participation in decisionmaking is associated with perceived support from the supervisor, probably because the opportunity to participate in decision-making implies respect for the rights of individual employees and a full-status relationship with the immediate supervisor (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Tyler & Lind, 1992) . Behaving as a 'good' organizational citizen can be considered a way of maintaining balance in the employee-supervisor relationship (cf. Deluga, 1994; Mowday, 1991; Organ, 1990) . In the second model that was tested, organizational commitment was assumed to mediate the link between participation in decision-making and OCB. Of much interest is that no empirical support was found for this theoretically appealing model. Although participation in decision-making was related to organizational commitment, no meaningful link appeared to exist between organizational commitment and OCB. Other research also demonstrated that organizational commitment is not related to supervisors' evaluations of their subordinates' OCBs (e.g. Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Settoon et al., 1996; Williams & Anderson, 1991) . In contrast, self-report measures of OCB-measures that are at best moderately correlated with supervisor ratings (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988 )-covary with organizational commitment indicators (e.g. Mayer & Schoorman, 1992; O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986) . Apparently, these latter ndings are largely attributable to common method variance. Accordingly, enhancing organizational commitment does not seem to be the most eVective method to increase citizenship behaviour among employees. A more promising way to accomplish this goal is to increase satisfaction with, and trust in, the supervisor, perceptions that are relatively easy to manage for supervisors (Becker et al., 1996; Deluga, 1995; Farh et al., 1990; Moorman, 1991; PodsakoV et al., 1996; Schnake et al., 1993; Settoon et al., 1996) . However, note that it cannot be concluded that supervisory support in uences OCB. First, although the evidence is rather strong that the relationship between participation in decision-making is mediated by supervisory support and not vice versa (see Table 5 ), no causal inferences can be made on the basis of cross-sectional data. Second, the link between the two variables may be caused by a suppressor variable, for example, mutual attraction. Subordinates who get on well with their supervisor rate their supervisor more positively and they, in turn, are more positively evaluated by their supervisor (cf. Moorman, 1991) . Third, there is obviously no guarantee that supervisors' judgments of OCB are valid indicators of OCB (cf. Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988) . A subordinate's OCB must rst be noticed by the supervisor, and subsequently be recognized as such. OCB can also be interpreted as ingratiation, which is de ned as a political tactic employees use to further their personal interests, often at the expense of their employing organizations (Wortman & Linsenmeier, 1977) . On the other hand, ingratiation can be explained by supervisors as OCB. Whether supervisors label subordinates' behaviour as ingratiation or as OCB depends on the attributions supervisors are making for their observations (Eastman, 1994) .
As in most organizational research, the employees in the present study are nested within departments and the dependent variables (i.e. OCBs) are nested within employees. The magnitude of some of the correlations among the OCB facet measures suggests that supervisors do not really know much about their subordinates' OCBs. When asked to rate subordinates of the ve OCB facets, halo errors swamp their ratings. One other explanation is that people who exhibit high levels of one type of OCB also exhibit high levels of other OCBs. Whatever the true cause(s) of the high correlations among the OCBs, this statistical dependence of individual's scores must be taken into account to obtain reliable results. Moreover, it cannot be ignored that employees are nested within organizational settings (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) .
Beside improvement of the reliability of test results, a hierarchical modelling framework may provide additional insights (in comparison to analyses at either the indivdiual or group level). For example, the present study suggests that the link between organizational commitment and sportsmanship at the group level is more meaningful than the link between both variables at the individual level. At the group level, there is also a link between organizational commitment and civic virtue and, to a lesser extent, with conscientiousness. Higher aggregate scores on OCB (i.e. sportsmanship, civic virtue and conscientiousness) are observed in departments in which employees share feelings of organizational commitment. Possibly, a shared identi cation with, and involvement in, the organization is accompanied by a greater collective willingness to exhibit behaviours that contribute to organizational eVectiveness.
The purpose of the present study was to test two competitive models in order to inprove understanding of the link between participation in decision-making and OCB. In Model 1, it was assumed that perceived supervisory support mediates the link between participation in decision-making and OCB. In Model 2, organizational commitment was presented as the mediator variable. In line with a recent study by Wayne et al. (1997) , the present results suggest that OCB is inspired by social exchange principles and reciprocity norms. Rather than expressing an individual's identi cation with, and involvement in, the organization, exhibiting OCB can be considered as a method of maintaining balance in the employee-supervisor relationship. If employees feel supported by their supervisors, they will subsequently exhibit or increase OCB. Katz & Kahn (1978) even de ne leadership in terms of extra-role behaviours. They maintain that leadership does not occur when a superior cannot motivate subordinates to perform voluntarily above the minimum requirements of their work roles. It might indeed be that one good turn deserves another.
